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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to Applicant's communication filed March 9, 
2006 in response to PTO office action mailed October 6, 2005. The Applicant's remarks 
and amendments to the claims and/or specification were considered with the results 
that follow. 

2. In response to the last office action, claims 12 and 23-25 have been amended. 
No claims have been added or canceled. As a result, claims 1-31 remain pending in this 
application. 

3. The objections and rejection of claims 23-25, and 12, 16 and 21-25 under 35 
U.S.C. 112 first and second paragraphs have been withdrawn due to amendments filed 
to the claims and clarification provided (remarks page 10, paragraphs 2 and 3). 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed March 9, 2006 with respect to claims 1-31 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

5. Applicant argues that Kanfi fails to teach "in the event that the data segment is 
determined not to have been previously stored, generating unique identifier for 
specifying the data segment in a representation of the data stream". Examiner 
respectfully disagrees with this. As from fig. 7, first decision block, Kanfi teaches that if 
previous version of the file is not stored in archive memory than send a copy of file block 
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with associated block numbers (identifiers) to archive. Also on column 3, lines 30-35 
teaches that file F1 is a new file, a copy of which had not been stored previously, then 
computer passes block forming file F1 to archives. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,7, 12-13, 20, 26, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kanfi (5,559,991) in view of Hudson et al. (US 2003/0204605 
A1) 

As per claims 1 and 30, Kanfi teaches: a method for processing a data stream 
comprising (figure 7): receiving a data segment (see abstract, a facility for storing in a 
backup memory stores blocks of memory sent by computers); determining whether data 
segment has been previously stored (figure 7, as taught by checking previous version of 
file stored in archive memory?); in the event the data segment is determined not to have 
been previously stored, generating an identifier (signature) for specifying the data 
segment in a representation of data stream (figure 7, column 3, lines 22-30). 
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Kanfi teaches assigning an identifier but fails to teach unique identifier. Hudson 
teaches assigning unique identifier to data segment (paragraph [0034]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to assign sequence identifier as taught by Hudson in the method of Kanfi in 
order to be able to reassemble the data segments for easier data retrieval. (Hudson, 
paragraph [0034]). 

As per claim 7, Kanfi teaches a storing a data block in data segment storage 
(figure 3). 

As per claims 12-13, Kanfi teaches assigning a block number (figure 3, items 
302,303 etc. column 4, lines 3-6), and serial number is shorter than signature of the 
data segment. 

As per claim 20 and 26, Kanfi teaches a data representation including storing 
signatures (column 3, lines 22-30) and also teaches signatures are applied for restoring 
a file (see abstract) and teaches a reconstruction list. 

Claim 29 is rejected for the same reasons applied to claims 1 and 7, wherein 
Kanfi teaches storing of data segment if it is determined not to have stored previously. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2-5,8-11,14-15,17-18, 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kanfi (5,559,991) in view of Hudson et al. (US 2003/0204605 
A1) as applied to claims 1 and 7 above, and further in view of applicant's admitted prior 
art (herein after APA). 

As per claims 2-3,14,15,17,18 the difference between Kanfi and the claims is that 
the claims recite generating content derived summary, fingerprint. Kanfi and Hudson fail 
to teach generating a fingerprint or content derived summary; however Kanfi teaches 
generating signature (column 3, lines 14-21). As per APA (page 1, lines 10-20), the 
identifier may have been composed in many different ways. Accordingly, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use content 
derived summary or fingerprint in the system of Kanfi and Hudson to make the data 
system more collision free. 

As per claim 4, according to APA there is a possibility of collision using content 
derived identifiers, generating a wider range of identifier lowers the probability of 
collision (page 2, lines 1-5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to store data segments itself instead of storing both content 
derived identifier and data segment in the system of Kanfi and Hudson to conserve the 
space of storage device. 

As per claim 5, Kanfi teaches, whether the data block previously stored, 
comparing the previously stored signature (figure 2) to newly generated signature 
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(column 3, lines 38-50). Thus Kanfi teaches locating of content derived summary to 
compare the old and new signatures. 

Claim 8 is rejected for the same reasons as applied to claims 1-7, as Kanfi 
teaches a method for processing a data stream wherein determining whether the data 
segment previously stored includes generating a content derived summary (claims 1-2); 
in the event that data segment is determined not to have been previously stored, further 
including: storing the data segment in the data segment storage location; and updating 
a data structure for storing the content derived summary, the unique identifier, and the 
data storage location (see figure 3, which shows content derived summary table created 
for new data blocks and updating of table, column 3, lines 22-30, figure 3, shows block 
identifiers and data blocks stored in the data segment storage) 

As per claim 9, Kanfi teaches the storing of data blocks and identifiers on the 
tables in archive memory (figure 3), thus Kanfi inherently teaches accessing the storage 
location. 

As per claims 10-11, Kanfi teaches all the tables and archives can be 
implemented at one storage location and hence teaches the single access of storage 
location and a region of the data structure, (column 8, lines 27-30). 

Regarding claims 27 and 28, applicant's admitted prior art teaches that in the 
event that data segment found to be preciously stored, the identifier is stored instead of 
data segment in the data sequence. Thus APA inherently teaches locating of identifier 
previously assigned to the data segment (claim 27) and storing of identifier (claim 28) in 
reconstruction list (specification page 1, lines 15-18). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 6 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kanfi (5,559,991) in view of Hudson et al. (US 2003/0204605 A1) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Shnelvar (US 6,374,266). 

As per claim 6, Kanfi teaches determining whether the data segment has been 
previously stored. Kanfi and Hudson fail to teach locating data segment. Shnelvar 
teaches locating data segment and comparing the data (column 19, lines 1-3). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use 
the method of data comparison of Shnelvar with the method of Kanfi and Hudson to 
avoid collision, (column 18, lines 41-50). 

As per claim 19, Shnelvar teaches use of compressed data. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
compressed data with the system of Kanfi and Hudson to eliminate duplicate clusters of 
data source and hence save storage space (column lines 56- 65). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 21-25 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kaushikkumar Patel whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 5536. The examiner can normally be reached on 8.00 am - 4.30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mano Padmanabhan can be reached on 571-272-4210. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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